NEGLECTED AND UNNOTICED ADDITIONS IN THE TEXT OF THREE SPEECHES OF CICERO (IN VERREM
The text of Cicero's speeches, particularly those speeches which have historically been the most read, has attracted a good many additions. These are usually glosses, originally placed in the margin but later incorporated into the text in the course of transcription; occasionally, however, they are interpolations. 2 The purpose of a gloss was to explain some feature of the text (historical or linguistic, for example) which would originally have required no explanation but was likely to be obscure to readers of the glossator's own time. The glossator may also have been motivated by a desire to impress his own special knowledge on the reader. Often this knowledge did not amount to much, and was derived from another passage, generally an earlier passage, in the same text, with the result that the information provided was frequently superfluous and sometimes inaccurate. When the text with its marginal 1 I am grateful to the conference audience, particularly to Peter Brown, David Butterfield and
Stephen Heyworth, for comments on the delivered version of this paper. Professor Reeve was my tutor at Exeter College, Oxford from 1983 to 1984, and later gave me substantial help and guidance in my research on the text of Cicero's Pro Sulla. This paper is offered to him in gratitude.
2 A gloss is 'an explanatory word or phrase clarifying the meaning of a word that might be unfamiliar to a reader, or a marginal note of explanation or comment' (Burchfield 1996: 333) ; an interpolation is a deliberate insertion into the text, whether or not intended to mislead.
glosses came in due course to be transcribed, the copyist might be uncertain whether the marginalia were actually glosses or were parts of the original text that had been accidentally omitted and then restored; and in cases of doubt he might prefer to copy into the main text any words which seemed to him to have some chance of having been written by his author. The purpose of an interpolation, on the other hand, was not generally to embellish or amplify a text-if that had been the purpose, interpolations would be far more common in Cicero than they are-but to correct some supposed error or ease some difficulty; in other words, to emend the text. Here, on the other hand, the passage begins with a mention of a famous prison (Carcer ille), but a moment later it is assumed that the reader is unaware that the prison 'is called' the lautumiae (as though the prison were not actually in origin a quarry but merely said to be one): quae lautumiae vocantur. The passage then continues with a further mention of the lautumiae in the next sentence. The words quae lautumiae vocantur provide information which is completely unnecessary, and do so in a relative clause which follows another relative clause. They should be deleted as a pedantic gloss, with § 68 as the source of the information supplied.
Mur. 43 6
Cicero has been comparing the political careers of Murena and Sulpicius, to the latter's disadvantage. In the case of a Lanuvinis, the words needlessly restrict the sense, as Clark points out.
The phrase, not being qualified, would most naturally be taken to mean the people of Lanuvium generally, i.e. in their home town, not people of Lanuvium who chanced to be in Rome (if that had been Cicero's meaning, he would have needed to spell it out, and, if there had been such people present in Rome, it would have been in his interest to say so). Now, there were obviously many means by which Clodius, who was in Rome, could have found out that Milo, also in Rome, was planning to make a trip to Lanuvium; but the suggestion that he should have found this out from the people of Lanuvium, presumably by travelling there himself in order to question them, is faintly ludicrous. The phrase must be a gloss.
In the case of quod erat dictator Lanuvi Milo, it is possible to defend the use of the indicative, but the information that Milo was dictator at Lanuvium seems likely to have been taken from Asc. 31 C Milo Lanuvium, ex quo erat municipio et ubi tum dictator, profectus est ad flaminem prodendum postera die ('Milo set out for Lanuvium (his home town, of which he 9 was at that time dictator) in order to install a priest on the following day'). This likelihood is increased by two other phrases in the text of the speech which also look like glosses derived As for quae illo ipso die habita est, the statement is not true. The contio turbulenta was not held on the day of Clodius' departure from Rome (17 January), but, according to Asconius (49 C), who names the Acta senatus as his source, was held on the day of Clodius' death (18 January). As Clark explains, Cicero has chosen to present a picture of Clodius tearing himself away abruptly from (relinqueret) the contio: the abruptness of his departure can then be accounted for by his supposed plot to kill Milo. To achieve this, Cicero has to avoid revealing that the contio from which Clodius tore himself away actually took place the day after his departure. The same strategy is adopted at § 45. There too Cicero talks of Clodius tearing himself away from (reliquisset) the contio (now described as an insanissima contio), and he allows the inattentive reader to infer, but is careful not to state, that the two events took place on the same day. At § 27, however, a scholiast has fallen into Cicero's trap and has assumed that the date of the contio was the same as that of Clodius' departure, and has added a gloss to that effect.
In Clark's OCT of 1901, and again in the second edition of 1918, all three phrases are restored to the text without explanation; and the two deleted by Bake are also retained in the editions of Klotz, Watts and Boulanger. 11 Clark was right first time: all three phrases are glosses and deserve no place in the text.
11 Clark 1901 Clark , 1918 Klotz 1918; Watts 1931; Boulanger 1949. Mil. 46 Cicero is drawing inferences from the time of Clodius' death and the knowledge available to The deletion of illo ipso die has not to my knowledge been previously proposed. First of all, the statement is not true: Milo was not obliged to nominate a priest on that very day (18 January, the day of Clodius' murder), but on the following one (Asc. 31 C postera die; the passage is quoted above). Second, Cicero gains nothing by the statement, and in fact loses by it, because if Milo were due to have nominated a priest at Lanuvium on 18 January, he would have been unlikely to have left Rome only on that day, particularly if it was his normal practice to take his wife and 300 slaves and gladiators with him, as on this occasion (Lanuvium was 32 kilometres from Rome). It is inconceivable that Cicero should have falsified the chronology in such as way as to weaken his argument. Third, although in this speech Cicero allows his readers to draw false inferences about the chronology, he never elsewhere makes an untrue statement about it. The words illo ipso die were presumably added to the text by the same scholiast who added quae illo ipso die habita est at § 27. or has already been explained earlier-sometimes only a short while earlier-in the speech.
They are also betrayed when their content runs counter to Cicero's persuasive strategy, that is, when they say something which it is against Cicero's interest to say. Finally, they are betrayed when they reveal a misunderstanding of the historical circumstances of the speech.
In all such cases, deletion is the appropriate response. Editors ought not to be so unwilling to countenance it. 15 A further example (not discussed above because there has been no edition of the speech since deletion was suggested) is provided by Ver. 48, where the MSS have ita res a me agetur ut in eorum consiliis omnibus non modo aures hominum, sed etiam oculi populi Romani interesse videantur ('I will conduct my prosecution in such a way that their intrigues will all appear manifest not only to the ears of men, but to the eyes of the Roman people as well').
Peterson 1917 opted for a palaeographic solution, changing hominum to omnium (explained at Peterson 1906: 256) ; but the difficulty of sense remains. Shackleton Bailey's tentatively suggested deletion of hominum must be correct (Shackleton Bailey 1979: 241-2) . The rhythm also supports deletion: deletion results in a cretic-double-trochee before sed etiam, while neither hominum nor omnium provides a Ciceronian rhythm.
